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Report on
JOINT ROADS/TRANSIT FUNDING FOR THE
PORTLAND METROPOLITAN AREA
Published in
City Club of Portland Bulletin
Vol. 70, No. 28
December 8,1989
The City Club membership will vote on this report on December 8,1989.
Until the membership vote, the City Club does not have an official posi-
tion on this report. The outcome of the membership vote will be reported
in the City Club Bulletin (Vol. 70, No. 30) dated December 22, 1989.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Over the next 25 years, the Portland metropolitan area will nearly double in
population. This growth will place an additional burden on the region's already
strained transportation network. According to transportation planners, the region
will need nearly $1 billion during the next ten years for roads and more than $400
million for light rail needs. An effective transportation system is critical to main-
taining our region's livability and economic health.
Your Committee concludes that present funding sources and levels are inad-
equate for present and projected roads and transit needs. To help meet these
needs, your Committee recommends the creation of a regional transportation
fund. This fund should be composed of all revenue presently transferred to the
region's cities and counties by the state including gas taxes, weight/mile taxes on
trucks, and vehicle registration fees. To permit flexibility in the use of the fund,
we also recommend amending the state Constitution to allow road user revenues
to be used for both highways and transit.
To generate additional revenue, your Committee recommends the adoption
of regional gas taxes, vehicle registration fees, and traffic impact fees. At the state
level, your Committee supports a further increase in the state gas tax, conversion
to a value-based vehicle registration fee, an increase in the titling fee, and creation
of a regional light rail extension construction fund.
To accomplish the proposed expansion of the region's mass transit system,
your Committee recommends increasing the payroll tax and requiring the tax be
paid by both employees and employers, not just by the employer as current law
provides.
The Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT) is the body
best equipped to administer the proposed regional transportation fund. Member-
ship on JPACT should be expanded to include representatives from the cities of
Gresham and Beaverton.
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Joint Roads/Transit Funding for the
Portland Metropolitan Area
To the Board of Governors,
City Club of Portland:
I. INTRODUCTION
The Portland metropolitan area is expected to nearly double in population in
the next 25 years; fully 50% of the state's economic growth will occur in the
tri-county area.1 Economic growth and livability depend upon easy and efficient
access to markets, goods and services, as well as access to transportation and
distribution centers. The region's current transportation system lacks sufficient
capacity to meet the needs of the region's projected population and employment
growth.
To address those projected needs, the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on
Transportation (JPACT), an advisory arm of Metropolitan Service District (Metro)
composed of state, regional and local officials, proposed a ten-year program of
transportation priorities and strategies for the region which was recently adopted
by the Metro Council. While a comprehensive transportation plan is now in place,
the funds necessary to complete the plan are not. There is no uniform regional
funding system and no common fund to address regional transportation needs.
As a result, significant funding disparities exist among the area's local govern-
ments to meet road construction and maintenance needs, and important regional
transportation projects are not completed.
Currently the state Constitution requires that road user fees such as vehicle
registration fees, weight/mile taxes and gas tax revenues be used solely for road
construction and maintenance, not transit. Yet transit is slated to carry an increas-
ing portion of regional travelers over the next two decades as the area's population
grows.2 As a result, flexibility in the use of tax revenues may prove to be critical
if regional transportation plans are to be fully realized.
Your Committee was charged to:
• determine the future availability of road and transit maintenance and
improvement funds for the metropolitan area,
• identify the jurisdictions responsible for funding these needs and the
major sources of such funds at present,
• assess the ability of those sources to provide such future funding,
• determine the relationship between road and transit improvements and
their relative financing needs in meeting the region's travel and transit
demands, and
• recommend any changes or new financing mechanisms necessary for
maintenance of and improvement to the region's transportation system.
Your Committee was not asked to critically evaluate transportation planning
1. Remarks of Governor Neil Goldschmidt to the Business Committee on Regional Transportation Priori-
ties, July 7,1988.
2. Metro Report, "The Role of Transit in the Portland Metro Area," August, 1986.
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for the metropolitan region nor to evaluate established transportation policies.
Your Committee also did not analyze possible cost efficiency measures. Although
a variety of measures could reduce maintenance costs, an examination of such
measures was deemed to be beyond the scope of this study.
This study complements several other recent transportation studies. The Or-
egon Department of Transportation comprehensively assessed Oregon's road sys-
tem and transit finance system in 1986. In 1988, the regional Public-Private Task
Force on Transit Finance and the Business Committee on Regional Transportation
Priorities, sponsored by the Oregon Business Council and the Portland Metropol-
itan Chamber of Commerce, both issued reports. Appendix A compares the rec-
ommendations of this study with those made by other groups and Section B below
discusses these studies in more detail.
II. BACKGROUND
A. Jurisdictions and Agencies Involved in Metropolitan Area Transportation Issues
A number of local, regional and state agencies have responsibilities for trans-
portation planning, construction, and maintenance. The following brief descrip-
tion of the transportation responsibilities of governmental authorities within the
metropolitan region shows the complexity of transportation issues and the over-
lapping jurisdictional boundaries in the region:
1. Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT)
The state, through ODOT, has responsibility for construction and mainte-
nance of both interstate freeways (e.g., 1-5 and 1-84), and state highways (e.g.,
Highways 26, 99 and 10). Work on interstates is funded by the federal govern-
ment through revenues supplied to the state from the federal highway trust
fund—chiefly gas tax revenues. Funding for the state highway system comes
primarily from the state gas tax, a weight/mile tax imposed on trucks, and
vehicle registration fees. In addition, the state maintains ownership of many
regional/local arterials which historically were of statewide importance (e.g.,
Sandy Boulevard, 82nd Avenue, Farmington Road, and Macadam Avenue).
These remain important roadways for the region but they have diminished in
importance to statewide commerce. As a result of insufficient federal and state
transportation funds, ODOT has been forced to defer improvement of these
state-owned arterials.
2. Cities and Counties (Clackamas, Multnomah and Washington)
The Portland metropolitan region encompasses three counties and 24 incor-
porated cities. Each of the counties and the majority of cities either operate road
departments or contract for those services. Portland has a policy agreement with
Multnomah County calling for city ownership of all roads within its boundaries.
Most of the region's cities arrange with their respective county to provide road
maintenance and improvements under contract. Some cities cannot maintain or
improve roads located within their boundaries that are important to the county
as a whole. Therefore, most counties have assumed financial responsibility for
these arterials, but not ownership.
Yet, each city and county must approve all construction and maintenance
performed on roads within its boundaries regardless of ownership. The "owner"
of the roads has primary financial responsibility for maintenance and improve-
ment. If one jurisdiction (city, county or state) requests improvement of a road
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that is within its boundary but owned by another jurisdiction, the owner can
require the requesting jurisdiction to bear the cost. Thus, up to three levels of
approval and requisite financing negotiations are often required for road work to
be performed.
At present, the City of Portland and both Clackamas and Washington counties
contend with serious road maintenance backlogs. On the other hand, Multnomah
County has no maintenance deficit because of its limited road ownership and the
state distribution formula which allocates money to counties based solely on
vehicle registration.
3. Tri-County Metropolitan Transportation District (Tri-Met)
Tri-Met is responsible for maintenance, operation, funding and improvement
of the regional mass transportation system, both buses and light rail (MAX). All
planned Tri-Met activities must be approved by the affected jurisdictions to ensure
compliance with the regional comprehensive plan. Tri-Met has its own funding
base (which will be discussed in greater detail later in this report) and a Board of
Directors appointed by the Governor.
4. Metropolitan Service District (Metro)
Metro, a regional government composed of 12 elected councilors, is responsi-
ble for planning and administering some tri-county services including transpor-
tation planning. To date, it has not exercised its authority to assume Tri-Met's
service role. Both federal and state laws require a regional comprehensive transit
and transportation plan as a prerequisite for funding. Further, all local transpor-
tation plans must comply with the regional plan. As a result, all federal funding
of transportation projects within the region requires the approval of Metro.
5. Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation (JPACT)
JPACT is an advisory committee created and appointed by Metro pursuant to
state and federal law to assist it on transportation matters. JPACT is charged with
evaluating the transportation needs in the region and making project and funding
recommendations to the Metro Council. Members of the committee include des-
ignated local officials from the region's four county commissions, the city of
Portland, a representative for the cities in each county, and three Metro councilors.
JPACT also includes representatives from ODO7, Tri-Met, the Port of Portland,
the State of Oregon's Department of Environmental Quality, and the State of
Washington's Department of Transportation.
JPACT has developed a 10-year regional plan for priority construction projects
for the next decade. (See Appendix B) To fund the plan, JPACT prepared a pro-
posal for achieving the needed federal, state, local and private investment. The
proposal was adopted by the Metro council. See Appendix C for a copy of the
approved funding package. The 1989 legislature has provided for a regional arte-
rial fund to be administered by JPACT.
B. Other Groups Studying Transportation Issues
Several other groups have also conducted studies of a variety of transporta-
tion issues over the past two years. This section briefly describes those groups and
their functions.
1. The Public-Private Task Force on Transit Financing (PPTF)
The PPTF was a 21-member group of business people and local elected offi-
cials created to advise JPACT on ways to attract private investment to help pay
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for transit improvements. Appointed in February, 1988, the PPTF completed its
work and issued its policy report in September 1988. Much of the PPTF's work is
germane to your Committee's charge and, where appropriate, its funding recom-
mendations are set forth in this study report.
2. The Business Committee on Regional Transportation Priorities/Regional
Transportation Implementation Committee
The Business Committee was co-sponsored by the Portland Metropolitan
Chamber of Commerce and the Oregon Business Council to provide private sector
input into the planning and funding of future regional transportation projects. Its
final report was issued in December, 1988 and was forwarded to JPACT as well
as to the governor and state legislature for consideration. The committee continues
to function as the Regional Transportation Implementation Committee and spon-
sored several legislative funding proposals in the 1989 legislative session.
3. The Motor Carrier Taxation Task Force
This task force, composed of representatives of ODOT, the Public Utility
Commission, the trucking industry and legislators, was created by the 1987 legis-
lature to study the current system for taxing truck operators for their use of the
roadways and to prepare recommendations to the 1989 legislature. The focus of
the study was to establish an equitable sharing of the "cost responsibility" in terms
of gross tax and fee revenues. The task force proposed to alter weight-mile tax
classifications and fee structures, reduce the number of weight-mile tax exemp-
tions, modify flat fee rates each biennium, and increase to 26,000 pounds the gross
weights of vehicles to be included under the fuel tax.
C. Existing Sources of Financing
1. Roads and Highways
a. Federal and State Gas Tax
Presently, the federal tax on gasoline is nine cents per gallon. The state gas
tax is an additional sixteen cents per gallon, but is scheduled to rise to eighteen
cents in 1990 and to 20 cents in 1991. Oregon's annual share of the federal gas tax
fund amounts to $140 million and constitutes a major funding source for both the
state and the metropolitan region.
Total state fuel taxes are projected to be $230 million in fiscal year 1980. These
funds, which include the weight-mile tax imposed on the trucking industry and
the vehicle registration fee, provide most of the funds for road construction and
maintenance in the state. Article IX, Section 3 of the Oregon Constitution restricts
the use of all such fees to road projects. They cannot be used to fund mass transit
needs.
b. Mt. Hood Freeway Funds
An important source of highway constuction funds over the past decade has
been the $500 million of federal funds which were transferred from the proposed
Mt. Hood and 1-505 freeways. With these funds, the region was able to finance
large scale improvements (the I-84/Banfield freeway, light rail between down-
town and east Multnomah County, and the Oregon City bypass), as well as
address smaller needs. Because of the unique flexibility of the funds, the region
was able to dedicate these resources to both transit and highway improvements
for state, city and county facilities. These funds are now nearly exhausted.
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c. State Vehicle Registration Fee
Unlike many states, including California and Washington, Oregon's vehicle
registration fee for passenger cars and pickup trucks is fixed and not based on the
vehicle's value. The fee of $10 per year (increased to $15 per year by the 1989
Oregon Legislature) ranks as one of the lowest in the country. Vehicle registration
fees, together with the state gas and weight-mile tax are deposited in the highway
trust fund and then distributed to the state, counties, and cities for highway
construction and maintenance. Under the current distribution formula, the state
receives over 60% of the fees.
d. Weight/Mile Tax
This tax is paid by commercial vehicles operating within the state in lieu of a
fuel tax. Oregon's weight-mile tax applies to all vehicles operated by common and
contract carriers and, with minor exceptions, all vehicles over 8,000 pounds oper-
ated by private carriers. It is assessed according to a formula based on the vehicle's
weight and the number of miles travelled within the state. There is a range of tax
rates, each applicable to a series of gross vehicle weight classifications.
e. State Titling Fee
A titling fee is imposed when title to a car is transferred to a new owner. It is
a one time fee for each owner. The present titling fee of $9 does not provide a
significant revenue source.
f. Traffic Impact User Fee
Currently utilized by Washington County, this fee raises approximately $2
million per year for the county ^nd is assessed to developers and builders. Wash-
ington County projects that this fee will raise approximately $44 million over a
20-year period.
The traffic impact fee is based on road usage or "trip counts" (i.e., the number
of trips taken on an average road in an average residential area). The county has
projected that typical road usage for a residential area is 10 trips per household
per day.4 Each trip is assessed at $112 making the builder's traffic impact user fee
$1,120. The assessment to businesses is $21 per trip. The funds raised by this fee
are used for road capacity and safety improvements.
g. Federal Forest Receipts
For locally owned roads, state and federal dollars are supplemented by funds
from other sources. Clackamas County, for example, takes advantage of substan-
tial federal forest receipts, ($3 million in fiscal year 1988) from timber cut on
federal forest land in the county. Multnomah County also receives some federal
forest receipts.
2. Mass Transit
a. Tri-Met Operating Budget
Tri-Met's 1988-89 operating budget was $87.9 million, $5 million higher than
the previous year's. About two thirds of that budget came from payroll taxes paid
by employers within the district's boundaries. Schools and non-profit employers
are excluded from payment of the tax. The remainder of the budget consisted of
farebox revenues (24 percent), federal funding, interest and miscellaneous income.
3. Transportation Futures, Washington County Transportation plan Update, 1986-87.
4. Traffic Pattern study, Wilsey & Ham Pacific, Inc.
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b. Tri-Met Capital Budget
Tri-Met's 1988-89 capital budget of $44 million relied primarily on federal
grants (82.6 percent), with lesser amounts coming from lottery funds (.3 percent)
and one-time state matching funds derived from "windfall profits" taxes (13.5
percent). Additionally, Tri-Met budgeted a small amount representing local and
private funding (3.5 percent).
c. Other Revenue Sources
Most Tri-Met funding sources are restricted. For example, state cigarette tax
proceeds of $1,089,000 must be used solely to benefit the elderly and handicapped,
although they maybe used for either operating or capital expenses. Federal capital
grants and state capital matching funds cannot be used for operations. Operating
revenues and some tax proceeds are more flexible and may be used for either
operations or capital improvements. Since operating revenues do not fully pay for
costs, it is unlikely those revenues would be used for capital expenditures.
Although Tri-Met has the authority to levy a 1% income tax and a business
license fee, it has not done so. Tri-Met may also use other funding sources with
voter approval, including bonds and property taxes. Tri-Met has not levied a
property tax, but it has issued $30 million in bonds.
Table I below summarizes the revenue generated from these sources for both
roads and transit.
TABLE I
SUMMARY OF REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION REVENUES
BY FUNDING SOURCE
(Annual contribution in millions)
Source Revenue
State Gas Tax* $78.0
Payroll Tax for Transit 56.0
Vehicle Registration Fee 7.5
Traffic Impact User Fee** 2.0
Titling Fee 1.0
"•includes weight/mile tax
**Washington County only
D. Transportation Funding Needs in the Region
1. Roads and Highways
a. New Construction
To realize the regional transportation plan, Metro seeks to expand the major
highway corridors linking the region's communities. Our regional highway sys-
tem contains freeways, urban arterials, collector roads and residential streets. With
the exception of residential streets, all are part of JPACT's 10-year major state and
regional road plan for the metropolitan region.
Table 2 shows the gap between projected funding needs and the available
revenues to meet those needs under the plan. Collectively, the gap between fund-
ing needs and revenues exceeds $800 million over the next 10 years; 55 percent of
the regional road plan remains unfunded. Because existing funding sources, prin-
cipally fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees, are not sensitive to inflation, the
ability of these sources to address long-term funding needs is inadequate and new
sources must be found.
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TABLE 2
METRO Highway Capital Cost/Revenue
Summary: 10 - Year Plan
$1,466 Billion
$928 Million
7-10-year
Priorities
$625m
Committed
projects
$303m
Shortfall
$482m
52%
Anticipated
$lllm
Commited
Revenue
$335m
Costs Revenue
Regional Highway Corridors
$538 Million
7-10-year
Priorities
$380m
Committed
$158m
ShortfaU
$321m
60%
Ant. Rev. $41m
Committed
$176m
Costs Revenue
Urban Arterials
7-10-year
Priorities
$1.005b
Committed
projects
$481m
ShortfaU
$803m
55%
Anticipated
Revenue
$152m
Committed
Revenue
$511m
Costs Revenue
Total Regional Highway System
b. Maintenance and Repair
The region must also protect the enormous past investment in the highway
system through a maintenance and preservation program designed to prolong the
life of roads and highways already in place and paid for, thereby minimizing the
need for capital repairs and reconstruction.
Cost estimates for such a program were derived from a variety of sources
including the Oregon Roads Finance Study (1986) and from individual cities and
counties. The estimates include a four percent annual inflation rate based on a
1986 base outlay of $92.6 million per year. This amount represents the estimated
cost of "backlog" repairs to bring the facilities suffering from deferred mainte-
nance up to acceptable service standards over the next 10 years and an annual
"overlay" (resurfacing) program. These estimates reflect only those costs associ-
ated with streets and highways owned by the three counties (Clackamas, Mul-
tnomah and Washington) and the cities within Metro's Urban Growth Boundary.
State-owned roads under the jurisdiction of ODOT are not included.
As shown in Table 3 below, revenue estimates for the 10-year period reveal a
significant funding shortfall. Annual revenues available in 1988 totaled about $63
million. This figure will rise as the adopted state gas tax increases are phased in.
Beyond the year 2000, however, these revenues are expected to level off as mass
transit ridership increases and more fuel-efficient vehicles are produced.
Inflation will also widen the funding gap between available funds and those
necessary to service an aging regional highway system. The shortfall will nearly
double over the next 10 years, from $29 million annually today, to $55 million by
the year 2000.
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TABLE 3
HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR
ANNUAL COST/REVENUE COMPARISON
(in millions of dollars)
Current
$92.6
63.6
Five Years
$112.6
79.7
Ten Years
$137.0
81.8
City/County Annual Needs
Funds Available
Shortfall $29.0 $ 32.9 $ 55.2
2. Mass Transit
Metro's regional plan for the next 10 years relies heavily on the expansion of
light rail transit (LRT) systems as a primary means of moving people. With the
success of the Banfield LRT line, JPACT has identified three new LRT projects as
regional priorities over the next ten years. Because of increasing traffic congestion
on the Sunset Highway between Washington County and downtown Portland,
the westside LRT has been assigned the highest priority and is now in the prelim-
inary engineering stage. It would extend from the downtown station of the current
Banfield LRT westward to the Beaverton-Hillsboro area.
To serve the southeast portion of the metropolitan region and reduce the
traffic congestion along McLoughlin Boulevard, a second LRT route would run
from downtown Portland to Milwaukie and perhaps extend to Clackamas Town
Center. A third LRT project from Portland International Airport to Clackamas
Town Center along the 1-205 corridor is also planned. Estimated capital funding
needs for these projects are:
TABLE 4
ESTIMATED COSTS OF REGIONAL
LIGHT RAIL TRANSIT PROJECTS
(in millions)
Westside LRT - (Downtown Portland to 185th Avenue) $300
1-205 LRT - (Airport to Clackamas Town Center) 89
Milwaukie LRT - (Portland to Milwaukie) 88
Total Current Funding Needs: $477
The Milwaukie LRT line to Clackamas Town Center (where the 1-205 line
would end) will cost another $30 million. Upgrading and expanding the down-
town Portland transit mall would cost a further $75 million, bringing the total of
new LRT funding needs to $582 million.
However, funding for the proposed expansion of the LRT is not identified.
The Urban Mass Transportation Administration (UMTA) has rated the westside
LRT as a high transit funding priority. That rating means Tri-Met is eligible to
receive up to 75% federal funding. To obtain this funding Tri-Met must demon-
strate that the region can provide a local share.
The 1-205 LRT is not currently eligible for UMTA funding under UMTA's
population density guidelines. Approximately $17 million allocated for construct-
ing an 1-205 busway remains unused and Congress recently permitted the use of
this money for light rail construction.
There is presently little likelihood of obtaining significant federal funding for
the third proposed expansion, the Milwaukie LRT. Although the line qualifies for
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UMTA funds, the Westside LRT has top priority and any available funds will be
dedicated to its construction. Local officials are hopeful federal funds will be made
available in the future since construction of this route is crucial to the realization
of the Regional Transportation Plan.
State and local sources for funding the proposed expansion of the LRT are
limited. The state does not routinely provide capital grants for transit systems.
Only through specific legislation did it provide $25.8 million toward the Banfield
LRT project, about two-thirds of the overall local cost. Tri-Met was able to provide
about $13 million, less than 5 percent of the funding for the Banfield LRT, primar-
ily from the payroll tax. But that tax, at its present level, cannot fund further
substantial capital expenditures because it is used primarily for operating costs.
Cities and counties in the metropolitan region also contribute little toward the
funding of transit despite the benefits it provides. Historically, these jurisdictions
have devoted their limited funds to roads. Local governments contributed approx-
imately $1 million, less than one-half of 1 percent of the overall cost, for Banfield
LRT construction.
In addition to the above special capital expenditures, routine capital and
operating funds required for transit service will cost more when the new LRT lines
are operational. JPACT estimates the increased annual operations and routine
capital costs over the next several years will remain underfunded by about $11
million each year, without expanded LRT services. With the expanded LRT,
JPACT estimates unfunded expenses at $20 million per year. This change would
be caused by the increased costs of operating feeder bus service to the LRTs, the
costs of operating the LRTs themselves, and higher costs of capital investment.
III. DISCUSSION
As discussed in the preceding section, in order to meet the projected funding
needs for the regional highway and transit system over the next ten years, over
$1 billion is needed. Funding is needed for regional highways, urban arterials, and
road maintenance and repairs. Additionally, the completion of mass transit sys-
tems planned for the east and west side and the associated operational expenses
are dependent on new revenues.
The sections that follow discuss some of the options for raising new revenues
for roads and transit needs.
A. Analysis of Potential Revenue Sources for Roads and Highways
1. State Gas Tax
A further increase in the state gas tax is probably the fairest and most logical
source for needed additional funds for road construction and maintenance, in-
cluding the funds needed to create a maintenance fund for neglected state-owned
arterials in the region. A tax on fuel consumption is essentially a user fee. Each
penny of gas tax puts $10 million into the state coffers annually, of which $4.3
million would be returned to the region. Because the gas tax is not sensitive to
inflation as are road construction and maintenance costs, the tax could be in-
creased incrementally on an annual or biennial basis to account for inflation
changes.
The average American pays approximately 29 cents of tax (both federal and
state) on each gallon of gasoline. Oregonians pay 25 cents, slightly less than the
national average. By contrast, European motorists pay taxes of up to $2.90 on
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every gallon.5 Indeed, Americans pay less than half the fuel tax of any other
developed country, and our neighboring states of Washington and California both
impose higher aggregate fuel taxes than Oregon.6
An increased fuel tax will likely have the added benefit of encouraging fuel
conservation and perhaps increased use of public transit since vehicle usage and
the amount of fuel consumed is more directly connected to the amount of tax paid.
The state gas tax will increase to 18c effective January 1,1990 and to 20 cents,
effective January 1, 1991, with a corresponding increase in the weight/mile tax.
In addition, there will be slightly increased allocations of state road user revenues
to cities and counties. Under the legislation, 24.3% of revenues will be transferred
to the counties and 15.5% to the cities. Altogether, the increases will generate more
than $3 million in 1991 for the Portland metropolitan region, raising an estimated
$18.5 million by 1993.
2. Value-Based Vehicle Registration Fee
The principal drawback of the present vehicle registration fee is its fixed
nature. It is not tied to current price levels of autos and thus does not compensate
for inflation. The present $10 fee was imposed in 1950. Since then, in real terms,
the $10 fee has eroded to about $2.50.
A value-based registration fee such as that imposed in California and Wash-
ington increases as the price of the vehicle goes up. This avoids the political
wrangling that erupts whenever an attempt is made to increase the present fee.
Moreover, a value-based fee is less regressive since the fee relates to vehicle value,
which in turn generally reflects the owner's income. Adoption of a system similar
to Washington state's would raise $64 million per year in the metro region based
upon a 2% fee.
3. State Titling Fee
An increase in the current $9 flat fee to a percentage of the vehicle's sale price
could produce significant additional revenues. For example, a "1 percent of value"
fee would raise an estimated $15-20 million per year at the regional level. Money
so raised could be collected by the state and returned to local jurisdictions on a
per capita basis or on the same basis as other road user fees.
4. Weight/Mile Tax
There are a number of opportunities to increase revenues from the
weight/mile tax. We found that high administrative costs, probable tax eva-
sion, excessive statutory exemptions for certain vehicles and flat fees all reduce
revenue from this source. In addition to outright exemptions from the
weight/mile tax, Oregon offers an annual flat fee alternative to logging vehi-
cles, sand and gravel haulers, vehicles with a combined weight of less than
46,000 pounds operated under an apportioned farm license, and vehicles trans-
porting wood chips.
The ODOT Task Force recommended several changes to the Oregon motor
vehicle laws which were adopted by the 1989 legislature in HB 2737 and which
will take effect in 1990. HB 2737 revises the weight/mile tax, establishes an axle
weight/mileage tax for vehicles issued weight variance permits, eliminates ex-
5. The Economist, "Tax Gas," December 24,1988.
6. Time, "Fueling up a Brawl," January 23,1989
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emptions for some commercial motor carriers from the weight/mile tax, and
expands the fuel tax to cover vehicle classes up to the 26,000 pounds gross weight
level.
Viewed collectively, the changes introduce more efficiency and fairness into
the tax system and will help diffuse criticism, particularly from the interstate
trucking industry, which favors conversion to a fuel tax and elimination of favored
tax treatment for certain industries.
Total loss of tax revenue from tax exemptions for non- commercial trucks is
estimated by ODOT at $5 million per year, about half of it attributable to the
Portland metropolitan area. Although HB 2737 will reduce that figure slightly,
exemptions presently in effect for government and other non-commercial vehicles
would not be affected. ODOT officials estimate that tax exemption eliminations
for the commercial vehicles will produce only $200,000 in additional tax revenues.
These changes, however, are designed to achieve greater fairness, not increased
transportation revenues.
The proposed axle weight /mileage is a particularly welcome amendment
because street wear is a function of axle weight, not vehicle weight. For example,
dump trucks, cement trucks and garbage trucks present serious problems for
urban roads because they are likely to be loaded above their weight limits and use
many streets built for only light vehicle traffic. Such use can cause undue damage
to thinly paved streets. The impact of the new measure may be problematic,
however, because of the lack of a reliable enforcement mechanism.
B. Analysis of Potential Revenue Sources for Transit
1. State Contribution
The importance of improved transit to the metropolitan region and the sav-
ings to the state in future highway construction and maintenance costs suggests
that the state should pay a substantial share of the local cost for light rail expansion
to meet federal matching requirements. The 12 to 25 percent state contribution
called for by the Public-Private Task Force reflects similar contributions in other
parts of the country. This share seems particularly fair in Oregon where the state
retains well over 50 percent of the road user revenues generated by the region.
To address this issue, the Regional Transportation Implementation Committee
proposed the creation of the "Regional Light Rail Extension Construction Fund"
in the state treasury. Senate Bill 475, passed by the 1989 legislature, creates such
a fund for financing specified projects for extending the light rail system. The
funds can only be spent after a determination that Tri-Met will match the money
provided by the construction fund, that the project to be funded has been desig-
nated a "regional priority," and that all other funds necessary for completion of
the project are available.
Regional transportation planners need assurances that state matching money
is available for specified projects, while taxpayers need assurance their funds will
be wisely spent. SB 475 satisfactorily addresses both concerns and recognizes the
state's role in funding transportation projects of statewide importance.
2. Payroll Tax
In 1987, Tri-Met sponsored legislation to split the present 0.6 percent tax on
payroll equally between employer and employees. The proposal also would have
taxed employees of public and non-profit agencies who had been exempted from
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the tax. A companion bill would have authorized a tax on public bodies equal to
that paid by private businesses (the State of Oregon already pays an "in lieu" tax
to Tri-Met and was not covered by the proposed amendment). Collectively, the
changes would have raised an additional $5.2 million per year. Despite support
from some public jurisdictions for a "phasing in" of such a tax, the proposal was
strongly opposed by schools and did not receive a hearing during the 1987 legis-
lative session.
The 1989 legislature, however, adopted SB 476, requested by the Regional
Transportation Implementation Committee. SB 476 expands the definition of "em-
ployer" to include state and local governments except schools. Payment of the tax
will be phased in over a five-year period in order to limit budgetary impacts. Your
Committee believes further extension of the tax to charitable non-profit employers
would be unwise and could have a serious impact on some charitable agencies.
Your Committee supports the idea of splitting the present payroll tax equally
between employer and employees and including public employees in Tri-Met's
taxing authority. Certainly, public employers and employees benefit equally from
the region's mass transit system and, apart from budgetary constraints which are
experienced by private employers as well, no sound reason was advanced for
exempting public entities. Your Committee also believes serious consideration
should be given to raising the tax incrementally to a level of 0.8 percent, split
equally between the employer and the employee. Based upon earlier estimates,
this would raise an additional $7.0 million per year.
3. Income Tax
Tri-Met could impose a 1% general income tax under existing law. Tri-Met's
cost of collecting that tax could be prohibitive, however, and its imposition has
political risks. A possible alternative would be to collect the tax at the state level,
with only a modest cost to Tri-Met. The income tax has considerable appeal
because it would not require voter approval or enabling legislation. Witnesses
interviewed by your Committee, however, were fearful of triggering an initiative
petition to repeal the taxing authority if exercised in the current political climate.
Your Committee does not believe it is fair for those employers responsible for
payment of the payroll tax to be called upon to pay this tax as well.
4. Public/Private Co-Ventures
A promising new source of both capital and operating funds is private investment
in the form of public/private "co-ventures". In a co-venture, both a public body and a
private investor contribute funds to construction of a public project, such as a light rail
system. The concept underlying these cooperative partnerships is that the private busi-
ness sector can profit through investment in LRT construction and operation.
Co-ventures have successfully been used in other cities to build portions of a rail
system that have commercial appeal, such as transit stations. For example, in Wash-
ington, D.C., a private developer has built an entire transit station beneath its hotel-
shopping complex. In Beaverton, one company has agreed to fund 100% of the
construction cost of a LRT station in order to have the LRT stop near its plant.
Table 5 shows the potential yield from such co-ventures in the metropolitan
region LRT. The private share of total funding may need to be as high as 10-15 percent
to accomplish funding goals. This is consistent, however, with the private sector
contribution to the construction of rail transit systems in other parts of the country.
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TABLE 5
Potential Yield From Public-Private Coventures
Milwaukie LRT
Central City LRT Projects 1-205 LRT
(SOURCE: Policy Report - Public/Private Task Force on Transit Funding, August 1988)
Table 6 shows projected shares of capital costs for the three proposed LRTs:
TABLE 6
Projected Shares of LRT Capital Costs
Federal
State
Local/Regional
Private
Westside LRT
50-75%
12%
3%
10%
1-205 LRT
25%
25%
35%
15%
Milwaukie LRT
50-75%
12%
3%
10%
100% 100% 100%
Drawing on the experience of other metropolitan areas, the Public-Private
Task Force on Transit Financing estimated over $100 million in increased sales
and premium rents would be realized from metropolitan area LRT expansion. The
task force estimated 1,200,000 square feet of added retail and office space around
LRT lines in downtown Portland, and an additional $40 million in increased retail
sales along the 1-205 eastside LRT line.
Public Sources
$268 • Million
Covertures
$32 - Million
_| Coventures] $15-Million
n
Public Sources
$103-Million
Westside LRT
Public Sources
$75.5 - Million
\
Coventures
$44 • Million Coventures I *
$16.6-Million
i
s
Public Sources
$72.4 - Million
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Financing with public /private co-ventures has limitations. They are usually
appropriate only for permanent improvements (e.g., LRT stations). They require
adept government involvement in real estate transactions to capture funds for
specific construction projects. Nationally, they have provided only an average 10
percent of needed funds. However, their benefits are noteworthy. They provide
funds where they are needed, preserve other funds for other purposes, and, in
some cases, may relieve taxpayers of the entire cost of a specific improvement.
Tri-Met's proposed involvement in the development of a Gresham shopping
center and the convention center headquarters hotel (Project Break Even) are
dramatic illustrations of the kinds of public-private partnerships that can help
defray light rail costs. Careful evaluation and planning are called for, though, to
limit the potential risks associated with such large-scale development.
C. Regional Approaches to Funding Transportation Needs
1. Regional Fund Structure
As described earlier in this report, the ownership and maintenance responsi-
bilities for public roadways in the region often overlap jurisdictional boundaries.
This can result in operational inefficiencies. The owner of a road, or the jurisdiction
in which it lies, may delay an improvement to the road that would benefit other
jurisdictions. These inefficiencies cost additional tax dollars when available money
for needed construction and maintenance is already scarce. At the same time,
major transportation projects that cross jurisdictional boundaries such as 82nd
Avenue and Farmington Road are not undertaken because of inadequate and
inflexible funding. Efficient development of road projects is further hindered by
the need to coordinate with Tri-Met to plan for public transit needs.
A regional transportation fund, administered by a single agency for the pur-
pose of identifying and funding priority regional transportation projects, would
eliminate the worst of the confusion. Properly structured, the fund would provide
money for road and transit projects; the agency's membership would represent
the various jurisdictions affected by its decisions.
Creation of a single regional transportation fund makes sense for many rea-
sons. While transportation planning is already subject to regional approval,
spending decisions are not. With a regional fund, however, a decision on where
to spend money for capital improvements can be made on the basis of what is
best for the region, regardless of road ownership, local (but not regional) priorities
and whether the project is for mass transit or roads.
2. JPACT's Role and Structure
JPACT is an advisory arm of Metro and sets regional road and transit priori-
ties on a consensus basis. Its role within Metro is more than simply advisory
because federal funding rules require a committee of local officials to be involved
in the decision-making process. Metro proposed that the 1989 state legislature
provide some transportation funds for administration by JPACT. JPACT already
has primary responsibility for regional transportation priority planning, and will
soon have responsibility for distribution of some transportation funds.
Metro, acting alone, could fulfill this role. However, your Committee believes
assumption of direct responsibility for all regional transportation issues by Metro
is premature. Metro has an elected council and a transportation planning staff, as
well as some funding approval responsibility, but it has yet to engender public
confidence in its ability to address regional issues so as to permit it to decide
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regionwide transportation priorities. Further, its elected commissioners are part-
time and unpaid and, therefore, unlikely to achieve the expertise necessary to
understand complex regional transportation issues. While Metro's charge is re-
gional, its ability to forge a consensus among the region's various governments is
severely limited by its structure.
While Metro's structure could be changed, JPACT has already demonstrated
an ability to achieve consensus among the regional governments, and its priorities
are generally accepted as regionwide priorities. JPACT consists of elected and
appointed officials who work with the issues of transportation and planning on
a daily basis, are familiar with the needs of their constituencies, and are therefore
able to compromise and come to agreement with their counterparts. The current
system of allowing JPACT to study and debate regional transportation issues, and
then make recommendations to the Metro council works well and preserves
Metro's role as the final arbiter of public issues of regionwide importance.
JPACT's membership structure is one additional issue your Committee be-
lieves should be addressed. Although it does not specifically bear on questions of
transportation financing, JPACT's membership balance affects the application and
use of regional transportation funds. Under existing Metro ordinances, the cities in
each county (with the exception of Portland, which has separate representation) vote
for a single JPACT representative to represent all the cities in that county on the
JPACT board. As a result, neither Gresham nor Beaverton have direct representation
on JPACT. This is true even though both are among the largest dries in Oregon. If
not corrected, this imbalance could result in a reduction of the committee's ability to
develop an effective consensus as Gresham and Beaverton continue to grow.
3. Constitutional Amendment - Local Option
To provide the required flexibility in regional transportation funds, a state con-
stitutional amendment is necessary. Otherwise, any increased "road user" revenues
would be restricted to solely to highway construction and maintenance uses.
The difficulty with amending the Constitution is that voters in the entire state,
not just the region, must vote for the change. SJR 12, asking voters to allow the
metro region to implement a vehicle registration fee for both roads and transit,
was passed during the 1989 legislature with the support of the region's elected
officials and the Governor. A more difficult question is whether such a "local
option" measure will pass when referred to the voters at the next primary election.
To overcome anticipated resistance to such a change, regional authorities could
emulate the successful strategy employed in San Diego to fund transportation improve-
ments. Officials there presented a ballot package which offered something for all inter-
ests concerned. This included $100 million per year for specific highway and transit
projects (mostly rail), $1 million annually for bike path construction, a 50 percent reduc-
tion in the senior citizen bus pass, and the creation of a student bus pass.
The campaign was well organized and well funded. Every city council in the
region endorsed the measure. A direct mailing was done to every voter in the last
election. The American Automobile Association (AAA) supported it and speeches
were made to over 250 groups. The measure passed with 53 percent support.7
In addition to the use of existing regional "road user" revenues, there are at
least three other potential funding sources for the proposed regional fund:
7. JPACT memorandum, November 12,1987.
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4. Funding Sources
a. Uniform Regional Gas Tax
A uniform regional (tri-county) gas tax is likely to be more politically
palatable than a tax applied by city or county. It would avoid the inequity that
exists when each jurisdiction levies a different tax; a system that invites gaso-
line dealer opposition because of competitive disadvantages. The tax could be
collected by the state as part of the state gas tax and then refunded to the region
less the state's expense in collection and distribution. Metropolitan area gaso-
line dealers previously expressed a willingness to support a uniform tax. Just
as importantly, the county commissioners interviewed by your Committee all
expressed a willingness to support such a tax in concept, as did many other
transportation officials. An additional four cent per gallon regional gas tax
would generate an estimated $20 million per year.
Alternatively, a regional tax might be collected by Tri-Met as a business license
tax under existing law based on the amount of fuel sold by each dealer. To ensure
fairness, provisions could be made to refund a part of the tax to counties where
vehicles are registered outside Tri-Met boundaries.
b. Regional Vehicle Registration Fee
HB 3446, passed by the 1989 Legislature, allows voters in each county
(or designated voting region) to decide whether they wish to increase the
vehicle registration fee to provide funds for transportation projects. The
state would collect the increased fee as part of the biennial registration fee
and return it to the region. Each $5 increase under the current distribution
formula could result in an additional $5 million returned to the metropoli-
tan region each biennium.
As passed, HB 3446 authorizes counties or districts to impose a motor
vehicle registration fee, upon voter approval, equal to that imposed by the
state. The law specifies that in the Portland area, Metro would be authorized
to impose the fee and distribute the funds for road constuction and mainte-
nance based upon JPACT recommendations. Alternatively, Tri-Met could im-
pose the fee for transit subject to passage of the proposed constitutional
amendment (SJR 12) discussed above.
c. Regionwide Traffic Impact User Fee
Neither Multnomah nor Clackamas counties have adopted the traffic im-
pact user fee despite its success in Washington County, although both have
discussed it as a possible revenue source. Both county commissions fear it will
become an economic deterrent to businesses and industries that might locate
within their counties. This argument was refuted by several witnesses from
Washington County who assured your Committee that no businesses decided
to locate elsewhere as a result of the fee. In fact, one basis for Washington
County's support of the fee was the success of similar programs in other
communities in the country, such as Thousand Oaks and San Rafael, California,
and Broward County, Florida.
It is difficult to argue with the fairness of the levy because increased develop-
ment does generate increased traffic and congestion. Similarly, businesses bene-
fitted by the development have an obvious interest in contributing to the cost of
alleviating these problems, i.e., to allow their customers and employees to travel
as efficiently as possible.
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Table 7 summarizes the revenue generated from potential new funding
sources and increases in current sources described previously.
TABLE 7
ESTIMATED REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION REVENUE
OF PROPOSED INCREASES AND NEW FUNDING SOURCES
(in millions)
Source Revenue
Public - Private Co-Ventures (over 10 Years) $107
State Value-Based Vehicle Registration Fee (2% of value) 64
Payroll Tax 63
Regional Gas Tax ($.04/gal. increase) 20
Titling Fee Increases (1% of value) 15-20
Regional Vehicle Registration Fee 10
Regional Traffic Impact User Fee 5
State Gas Tax and Weight / Mile Tax ($.01 / gal.) 4
IV. CONCLUSIONS
1. Present funding sources and levels are inadequate to provide funding for
present and projected maintenance needs and capital improvement for roads and
transit. Moreover, funding sources are inflexible and cannot always be used where
they are needed most.
2. New and expanded funding sources must be found to make up the differ-
ence between available and needed revenues to pay for regional transportation
needs.
3. Under the present system of funding, the cost of capital improvements to
regional roads and their maintenance are borne primarily by the jurisdiction
owning the road, even though the benefit of the improvement is shared by the
metropolitan region. Individual jurisdictions seldom have the funds to construct
and maintain these needed capital improvements. Moreover, confusion among
overlapping jurisdictions increases construction and maintenance costs and pre-
vents development of regional transportation projects.
4. Jurisdictions in the metropolitan region should collectively fund regional
transportation needs. The best mechanism for collective funding is a single re-
gional transportation fund, administered by a single agency.
5. Because of its active role in establishing the transportation priorities for the
region, JPACT is the body best able to directly administer the fund, subject to
approval by the Metro council.
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V. RECOMMENDATIONS
A. The local governments of the metropolitan region should cooperate to:
1. Establish a regional transportation fund to pay for regional transportation
priorities, both roads and transit. Revenues for the fund could come from the region's
share of the sources of funding described below and from a regional gas tax, a local
option vehicle registration fee and a region-wide traffic impact user fee.
2. Develop new sources of statewide transportation funding as follows:
a) Increase the state gas and weight/mile tax;
b) Adopt a value-based vehicle registration fee;
c) Increase the state vehicle titling fee;
d) Remove the inequities from the weight/mile tax;
3. Appoint JPACT to directly administer the regional transportation fund, subject
to Metro approval.
4. Expand JPACT to include designated representatives from Beaverton and
Gresham.
5. Increase the payroll tax, but reapportion the tax burden evenly between em-
ployer and employee. Extend the payroll tax to cover all employees in the region;
but continue to exempt non-profit agencies as employers;
6. Establish public/private co-ventures and permit and encourage private fund-
ing of transit stations.
B. The City Club should urge voters to:
1. Approve SJR 12, which amends the state Constitution to permit the use of a
locally imposed vehicle registration fee for both road and transit needs.
2. Approve a local option vehicle registration fee.
Respectfully submitted,
Max Armstrong
Mark Becker
Jeannie Dodson-Edgars
Shannon Lenhart
Greg Oldham
Tom Questad
Andrew Thaler
Thane Tienson, Chair
The Committee wants to thank Paul Simpson for his contributions during this study.
Approved by the Research Board on September 20,1989 for transmittal to the
Board of Governors. Approved by the Board of Governors on October 23, 1989
for publication and distribution to the membership and for presentation and vote
on December 8, 1989.
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APPENDIX A
Comparison of Transportation Study Recommendations
Recommendation
I. Non-Financial
A. Constitutional
amend, to allow
transit funding by
gas tax &
vehicle regis. fee
B. Establish a
metropolitan
City Club Road
Transit Finance
Study Comnt.
yes
yes
regional trans, fund
C. Designate
agency resp.
for regional
trans, fund
mgmt & proj.
coordination
D. Restructure
JPACT
II. Road Funding
A. Continue
incremental
increares in
state gas tax
B. Increase state
vehicle reg. fee
C Convert vehicle
registration from
JPACT admin.
w/metro
approval
yes
yes-
no set
amount
yes
yes
a flat fee to a value-
based fee.
D. Approve a
regional vehicle
registration fee
E. Impose a
regional gas tax
F. Adopt a
regional traffic
user fee
G. Remove
inequities in
weight/mile
trucking tax,
equalize increases
in vehicle taxation
with increases in
trucking taxes
H. Increase
titling fee
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
*Report covered only private sector funding
JPACT
yes
Regional
transportation
funding proposal
Metro
management;
JPACT priorities
Business Comm.
on Regional
Trans. Priorities
yes, local
option of
state shared
revenues
NA
NA
of projects; public/
private steering comm.
to oversee implementation
NA
yes-
2C/annum
yes
yes
yes - up to
state fee
include truck fee
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
yes-
2<t/ annum
next 10 yrs.
yes - by
$20
NA
yes - up to
state fee
NA
NA
NA
NA
Pub.-Priv. Task
Force on Transit
Finance*
Not Addressed
in recommendations
(NA)
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
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Recommendation
City Club Road
Transit Finance
Study Comm.
JPACT Business Comm. Pub.-Priv. Task
on Regional Force on Transit
Trans. Priorities Finance*
III. Transit Funding
A. Public Sources
1. Seek increased NA
UMTA funding
2. Increase NA
cigarette tax
for handicapped
& elderly access
3. Continue yes
state capital
maintenance
funding of
transit operations
4. Create & yes
fund a state
construction
fund for LRT
capital projects
5. Extend yes -
payroll tax to employee /
all employers employer sharing
6. Consider NA
a regional
consumption tax
7. Extend yes
eligible usage
of regional traffic
user fees to fund
transit operations
B. Private Sector Sources
1. Tax increment NA
funding programs
in central Portland
& along LRT corridors
2. Special transit NA
assessment districts
on bus. adjacent
to LRT stations
3. LRT station cost yes
sharing by directly
benefitted private
developments
& enterprises
4. Public acquisition NA
& leasing of
property surroundin
LRT stations to help
fund operating costs
'Report covered only private sector funding
yes
yes - by It
yes-
$3.3/million
per year
NA
NA
yes - by lit
yes
yes-
50% of
local match
required by
federal funding
yes - 5 year yes
phase-in, employee/
employer sharing
NA
NA
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
yes
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
yes
yes
yes
yes
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APPENDIX B
JPACT TRANSPORTATION PRIORITIES
10-Year Program*
1. Regional Highway Corridors
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
Sunset Highway (in conjunction with LRT)
1-5/1-84 to Fremont Bridge - Phase II
Tualatin-Hillsboro Corridor - Phase I
Sunrise Corridor - Phase I
I-84/223rd to Troutdale (Unit II)
(unfunded portion)
1-84/U.S. 26 Connector (all or part)
Highway 217-Phase I
Interchanges:
H.
I.
J.
K.
L.
M.
N.
0 .
P.
Q.
R.
S.
1-5/Highway 217 Interchange
1-5/1-405 Loop reconnaissance
1-205 / Sunnybrook
1-5/Lower Boones Ferry Road
I-5/Wilsonville
I-5/49th/Capitol Highway
I-5/Multnomah - Terwilliger
Sunset/158th/Cornell
Sunset/185th
Highway 217/ Greenburg
Highway 99W 217 - Main
216th/219thPhaseI
II. Regional Transit Corridors
T. Sunset LRT - Portland to 185th Avenue
U. 1-205 LRT - Airport to Clackamas Town Center
V. Milwaukie LRT - Portland to Milwaukie
III. Urban Arterials - Arterial Modernization
IV. Transit Service Expansion - Routine capital and operation funds required for
transit serviceexpansion to include LRT operations. LRT feederbus service and ex-
panded regional bus service.
* Order of specific priorities not indicated. See map on next page for location.
Source: Business Committee on Regional TransportationPriorities, Final Report, December 1988.
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APPENDIX C
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APPENDIX D
Persons Interviewed
Anderson, Lloyd, Former Port of Portland Executive Director, JPACT Member
Anderson, Pauline, Multnomah County Commissioner, JPACT Member
Astle, David, Oregon Public Utilities Commission
Attaberry, Betty, Sunset Corridor Associates
Blumenauer, Earl, Portland City Commissioner, JPACT member
Bothman, Robert, Director, Oregon Department of Transportation
Bottomley, Bernie, Field Representative for Congressman Les AuCoin
Cease, Jane, State Senator (District 10)
Cease, Ron, State Representative (District 18)
Cotugno, Andrew, Transportation Director, Metro
Cowen, Jim, General Manager, Tri-Met
Crunican, Grace, Capital Program Manager, City of Portland, Office of Transpor-
tation
Cusma, Rena, Executive Director, Metro
Drake, Terry, Legislative Revenue Office
Feeney, Richard, Executive Director for Governmental Affairs, Tri-Met
Hayes, Bonnie, Washington County Commissioner
Heald, Kenneth L. Chief Engineer, Western Highway Institute
Hollern, Michael, Chairman, Oregon Transportation Commission
Howell, Jim, Citizens for a Better Transit
Keene, Rick, General Highway Engineer
Kurth, Winston, Clackamas County Traffic Engineer
Lindquist, Ed, Clackamas County Commissioner, JPACT member
Long, Susan, Field Representative for Senator Mark Hatfield
Lovell, Bud, Clackamas County Smooth Roads Committee
Marshall, Jerry, Clackamas County Department of Transportation
Meredith, Mike, Vice-President, Oregon Trucking Association
Merriss, John, Transportation Economist, ODOT
Moore, Denny, Administrator, Oregon Public Transit Division
Nicholas, Larry, Multnomah County Traffic Engineer
Phillips, Paul, State Senator (District 4), Tualatin Valley Economic Development
Commission
Polani, Ray, Chair, Citizens for a Better Transit
Rosenberger, John, Washington County Department of Transportation
Russell, Robert, Public Utilties Commission
Spence, Ted, Planning Program Manager, Metro Area, Oregon Department of
Transportation
Sweeney, Dave, Portland Chamber of Commerce, Transportation Sub-Committee
Warner, Bruce, Washington County Traffic Engineer
Wyss, Loren, President, Board of Directors, Tri-Met
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